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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeHOLLAND, andJACOBS, Justices.

ORDER

This 28th day of April 2009, upon considerationtbé appellant’s
opening brief, the State’s motion to affirm, ane ttecord on appeal, it
appears to the Court that:

(1) The appellant Bryan Dawkins filed this appeabni the
Superior Court’s denial of his second motion fostgonviction relief. The
State of Delaware has filed a motion to affirm jhdgment below on the
ground that it is manifest on the face of Dawkingening brief that the
appeal is without merit. We agree. Accordinglye affirm the Superior

Court’s judgment.



(2) The record reflects that Dawkins was convicted2004 of
Murder in the First Degree and related chargefiénstabbing death of his
estranged wife, Stacey. This Court affirmed hisvections and sentence on
direct appeal. Thereafter, Dawkins filed a motion for postcottian relief,
which the Superior Court denied. We affirmed tHatision on appeal.
Dawkins filed his second motion for postconvictioglief in September
2008, which the Superior Court also denied. Thizeal followed.

(3) We review the Superior Court's denial of a posviction
motion under Rule 61 for abuse of discretioihe Court first must consider
the procedural requirements of Rule 61 before adiing any substantive
issues. Rule 61(i)(4) bars litigation of any claim thategiously was
adjudicated unless reconsideration of the claimaganted in the interest of
justice.

(4) In this case, all of Dawkins’ claims either werejected on
direct appeal or on appeal from the denial of ingg postconviction motion.
We do not find that reconsideration of these presiyp adjudicated claims is

warranted in the interest of justice. Accordinglye find no abuse of
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discretion in the Superior Court’'s denial of Daw&irsecond motion for
postconviction relief.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the judgrh

of the Superior Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice




